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RECEIVED .

'JUl 1 1996

Re: CC Docket No. 95-185 (LEC-CMRS Interconnection)

Dear Mr. Caton:

On Monday, July 1, 1996, the enclosed letter and attachments from Dan Hubbard,
Senior Vice President-FCC of SBC Communications Inc. to Chairman Reed E. Hundt
regarding CC Docket 95-185 were delivered to the attached list of Commission Staff.

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 ofthe Commission's Rules, an original and one copy of
this letter are being filed with your office. If there are any questions in this regard,
please contact me at 202-326-8890.

Sincerely,

MichlU'lt-oW-'1'1

Enclosures



D.T. Hubbard
Senior Vice President

July 1, 1996

Honorable Reed E. Hundt
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 814
Washington, D.c. 20554

Re: CC Docket ~o. 95-185 CLEC-Crvm..S Interconnection)

Dear Chairman Hundt:

sac Telecommunications. Inc.
1401 I Street. '\.\Y.
Suite 1100
Washington. D.C. ':!O005
Phone 202 326·~836

Fax 202 408·4 i96

This letter will provide an update regarding developments in the area ofLEC to
C~S interconnection and, in particular, to infonn the Commission that the first
agreement between a LEC and a CMRS provider for mutual compensation and
interconnection has been approved by a state commission. In addition, I will
address the June 7, 1996 ex parte letter from the Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association ("CTlA") in which a number of erroneous conclusions were
drawn regarding the actions which this Commission should take in this docket.

Throughout this docket a number of wireless carriers and, in particular, CTIA have
continually argued that wireless carriers lack sufficient bargaining power to obtain
interconnection agreements which establish reasonable interconnection rates and
reciprocal compensation. sac has repeatedly stated that this was not the case.
More importantly, unlike most wireless carriers in the industry, Southwestern Bell
Mobile Systems ("SBMS"), SBC's cellular affiliate, has acted on these
convictions and actually entered into negotiations with a number ofIocal exchange
earners.

As SBMS has previously advised this Commission, it has obtained an agreement
with Ameritech-Illinois wherein SBMS not only receives mutual compensation, but
obtains significantly reduced interconnection fees. These reductions in
interconnection fees are phased in during the period from July 1, 1996 through
January 1, 1999 at which point SBMS will compensate Ameritech-Illinois for
traffic terminated on Ameritech' s network at the rate of S.005 per minute of use
for traffic terminated at an end office and $.0075 per minute ofuse for traffic
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terminated at a tandem. As noted in the agreement between Ameritech and
SBMS, these rates are identical to rates which Arneritech-Illinois will make
available to alternative local exchange carriers ("ALEC").

At the same time, Arneritech-Illinois has recently entered into an agreement with
MFS under the terms ofwhich MFS and Arneritech will terminate traffic on each
other's networks at the rate of$.009 per minute of use. It is ironic that, at a time
when certain members of the \Vireless industry are suggesting that wireless carriers
lack the bargaining power to obtain reasonabIe interconnection rates and would be
treated unfairly when compared to ALECs, SBMS has negotiated an agreement
with Ameritech at rates which are significantly below those which an ALEC has
accepted.

Once, as a result of the SBMS/Ameritech agreement, it became clear that an
interconnection agreement including reciprocal compensation could be obtained by
a wireless carrier, certain members of the \Vireless industry changed direction and
began to argue that such an agreement would not be promptly approved by a state
commission. Indeed, they argued that the FCC should take action to save the
wireless industry from having to deal with the various state commissions. In his
letter ofJune 7, 1996, Mr. Tom Wheeler, the President and ChiefExecutive
Officer of the CTIA, stated that, because the Ameritech/SBMS agreement was
submitted to the Illinois Commerce Commission ("ICC"), "the abilities of parties
to enter into voluntary interconnection agreements has been jeopardized and the
FCC's ability to insure a competitive marketplace through reciprocal and
comparably priced LEC-CMRS interconnection agreements has been threatened."
Here again, the action of SBMS and, more :mportantly the ICC, demonstrates the
fallacy of these fears.

In order to demonstrate how efficiently the process can work, I would like to
briefly summarize the dates and actions which resulted in the approval of the
SBMS/Ameritech agreement. SBMS' discussions with Ameritech-lllinois began
well prior to the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 1 A final
agreement was reached on March 22, 1996. less than two months after the passage

1 The fact that these negotiations began in 1995 was one factor which lead to the
inclusion in the agreement of an acknowledgment by the parties that the agreement was not
covered by the Telecommunications Act of 1996. Ameritech agreed that it would simply amend
its tariffs and make the agreement effective on that date. As discussed in the text above, as a
result of the ICC's prompt action in reviewing and approving this agreement, the agreement will
in fact be effective on July 1, 1996 and will now bear the imprimatur of the approval of the ICC as
well.
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of the Telecommunications Act. An Addendum was executed on April 30, 1996,
and in accordance with the ICC's direction, on May 6, 1996, both the Agreement
and the Addendum were submitted under Section 252(e) of the
Telecommunications Act for the Commission's approval. As noted in the attached
ICC Order approving this agreement,

"First, the parties had agreed that the agreement would become
effective on July 1 before it became apparent that the
Telecommunications Act would require approval of the agreement
by the Commission. Second, in conjunction with this agreement,
Ameritech filed a tariff which has a July 1, 1996 effective date. The
Hearing Examiner set a schedule for the filing of comments and
replies which would allow this matter to be considered by the
Commission prior to July 1, 1996 in the event that no hearings were
required." (See attached ICC Order at p. 1).

A number of parties, including MCI and AT&T Wireless intervened in this matter.
An expedited briefing schedule was established, nonevidentiary hearings occurred
on May 20, June 10 and 11, and the record was closed at the conclusion of the
discussion on June 11, 1996. The Administrative Law Judges submitted their
proposed order shortly thereafter and parties were required to submit their
exceptions to the proposed order in an expedited fashion. Even though exceptions
were filed, the matter was concluded and a proposed order was presented to the
Commission on Friday, June 21, 1996. The matter was heard in an ICC open
meeting held on Wednesday, June 26, 1996 and unanimously approved by that
Commission.

SBC has long believed that actions speak louder than words. The actions of
SBrvlS speak volumes regarding the ability of wireless carriers to obtain reasonable
interconnection agreements, including mutual compensation. The actions of the
ICC clearly show, despite the contentions to the contrary by CTIA and some
wireless carriers, that these agreements can and likely will be approved quickly and
efficiently.

It is at best ironic that, at a time when certain parties repeatedly tell the
Commission that wireless carriers cannot obtain agreements, the first
interconnection agreement filed with any state commission under Section 252 was
one for LEC to CMRS interconnection. It is equally ironic that. at a time when
certain wireless carriers and organizations are repeatedly telling this Commission
that. eyen if a LEC/CMRS agreement could be reached, approval will be slow in
coming, the first interconnection agreement to be approved by a state commission
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under Section 252 is one establishing LEC to CMRS interconnection including
reciprocal compensation and was achieved in an expedited manner.

It is time for certain wireless carriers and organizations to acknowledge that this
Commission need not take any action to protect the wireless industry. The
wireless industry needs to take the actions necessary to promote its own interest.
As evidenced by the experience of SBMS, Ameritech and the ICC, such actions
can and will result in interconnection agreements which foster the competition
which this Commission and the Telecommunications Act of 1996 are seeking.

As SBC has stated before, the procedures and processes established as a result of
the Commission's general interconnection docket (CC Docket 96-98) should apply
to all carriers, including CMRS providers. By these actions the Commission can,
as CTIA urged in its June 7 ex parte letter, " ... incorporate the leadership of
Ameritech and Southwestern Bell in a federal regulatory policy."

Sincerely,

D. T. Hubbard

Attachment



STATE OF ILLINOIS

Iu"DIOIS COl'iMERCE COMUSSIOtf

Aaeritech Illinoi~

Agreement aated March 22, 199G
and addendum dated Apri~ 30,
1996 between Ameritech Illinois .
and southw@stern B~ll Mabile
Systeae, Inc. albIa cellular
One-Chicaqo.

By ~he commission:

96 NA-OOl

1: • PBELtxINAR'i MATTEBS

On Kay 6, 1996, be:ritech IllinQis ("Ameritech ft
) filed a

reques1: for approval of an Agreement dated Harch ~~, 1;96, and. an
add.n~ua dated April 30, 1~96, be~veen Ameri~.eh and Sou~estQrn

Bell Mobile systems, Inc. d.lb!a Cellu.lar On~-Ch1caqo C"Cellular
one-chicaqo") under SeC'tion 252 (e) of the 'I'alecOllllNnicaticna Act of
1996, PUb. L. No. 104-104, 110 stat. S6 (1;96) ,~o be codified at
47 u. s. C. 151, at seq.} ("Act"). A stat:em.en't in support or the
request and the Agreement vtu:e submitted with the requ.aat. Oft Kay
17, 1996, Ameritech filed a "arification sworn to by David H.
Gebhardt, Viaa..pr••ic.tant. Regulatory, atatin; that the facts
contained. in the request for approval l!lt:'e t:ue a.1'\d correct.

P&t1t1ons for laave. to 1ntervene were filtld on behalf of
Cellular one-Chicaqo, Mel Tel.~~nication.corporation ("MCL ft

) ,

and AT&T Wireles5 service., Inc. ("AWS"). Aaeriteeb Qbjeeted to
these pei:i't:10ns arqu1nq tha-e inte;rvention is inapprcpria-ba in a
Section 252 (e) filinCJ. ueri'tech arqued that wnile sOllIe i~ormal

role tlIay be apprapriate ror interestec1 persons who are not:. p.art1.es
to the negotiated a;:eement, formal intervention is unnecmssary.
These petitions were qran~ed by the Hearinq Exa-iners.

PUrsuant to notice, this matter was called 1::or hear 11'19 by dUly
aU~rized H.ari~ Ex~in.rs of the Commission at its offi~es in
SprinqtielCl, Illinois, on "-y ~o and .June 10 llDd 11, 1996. At the
initial hearinc; , appearances were. entered by counsel for beriteeh,
Cellular one-Chicaqo, Staff of tne cOll1llission (nstaf''f''), KCI, AJIt'S,
the People ot the State of Illinois by the A~torney General, and
the Citizens Utility BolI:C'd.. CO\Ulsel for A.m.erit.ech explained t.hat
it is raquestin~ an order of the commission by July 1, 1996, for
twc::I reaaons. First, the parties had aqreed that the Aqre..-nt
would .be.acme. effective on July 1 before it bAeaae apparent that the
Telecommunications Act would require approva.l of the A.p:e..ent by
the COJIIDlission. second, in ccnjun(;tion with this l.cJr_ent:,
Ameritech ri~ed n tari~f ~hi=b ha~ a J~ly 1, 1996 eff.ctive da~e.

The Hearing Examiners Se~ a schedule. for the filing o~ cOlllDlllnts and



replies which would allow 'this matter to be c:ons1c!ft"1!d by the
commission ~i~r to JUly 1, 19'6, in the avant ~t no bearings
were required.

Comments were! filed by !'!CI, AWS, and Cellular One-Chicago.
Staff file~ the verified statements ot Jake E. Jenninqs and James
O. Webber of the com.ission's Telecommunications Division and a
ler;rill brief. On June 1.0, 1996, stat'f filed an Errata to l.-es 18911.1
~rief_ Reply comments were filed by AWS. Ameritech, and Cellular
One-chica~o.

The hearinqs oft June 10 ~c1 3.1 vere used eo clarify the
po.itions of the parties. Appearances were eftte~ed en behalf of
Alleritec:h, Celllllar One-Chicaqo, Staff, HeI rand. AWS. No party
requested. ttearinc;s or objected to a sc::heClule which would allow the
CC1IDIIission tD consid.er this lIlatter prior to .1uly 1, 199', as
reque5ted by .bIeritech and Cel~ular one-Chicago. A~ tlle coftclWlion
of the hearinq on June 11, 1996, the record was marked "H_rd and
Taken. .. A Hearinq EXiUlliners' Proposed Order was served on 'the
parties. Briefs on eXQeptions and replies, as received. have. been
considered in arrivinq at ~. dispoRition of this docket.

II. UC'UOl! 252 OF THE TELECOKMPlfICATIONS ACT

sec'e:i.c:m 252 (a) (~) ot' the Telecommunications Act al~0W8 parties
to enter into n.~~1ated aqreements reqardinq requests for
interconnection, ••rvices Qr network elements pursuant to section
251. A:IIlerit.eCh Illinois and Cellular OJ'le-Chicaqa have neqotiated
such an agreement and subIIlitted. it for approval herein.

aeetton 252 (a) of the Act: provide. , ill part, that:. .. ( a} fty
interconnection agreament adopted by nctlJ0tiation A • • sball be
submitted for approval 'eo the State cO'DUIlJ.ssion." secticm ~52(e) (1.)
provides that a sota1:e CCJIDIl1ssion to which such an agre.-e.nt is
submitted "shall approve or reject tlts aqreement,with written
f indinqs as to any cl• .fieiencies • .. Sec:1:;ion 252 (e) C2 ) p:t"g,fides 1:ha't.
the sute coJlllllisl!Sion may only rejec:'t. t:.he ne9'otia~ed. aCJre...n't if it
fi.n68 1:hat "the agreement (or pClrtion thereof) discraiDateG
aqainst a t:.elecam.unications Clarrier not a party to the aqr_nt­
or 1:bat "the implementation of such Ilqrce1Um't or portion is net
consistent with the public interest. convenience, and necessity,"

Section 252 Ce) (4) previa. that the aqreaent shall be deemed
approved. if the stata C01IIIl1ssiClft fails to act vithin 90 clays at1:er
su.bM.ission by 1:11e parties. Ttlis provision further states that
"[n]o State court _hall have jurisdiction to review 1:he action of
a State commie8ioft in approvinq or rejectinq an agreement UDder
this section." S~ion 2S%(G) (5) prOVides for preemption by the
Federal communications Commission if a State ccmmissian fails to
carry ou~ its responsibility and Section 2S2(e) (6} provides that

-2-
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any party alJcrrieved ~y a sta'te cCllDD.ission' IS dstermina1:ion on a
neeJctiated aqreement lIlay J:Jrinq an action in an appropriate Federal
district court.

section 252(h) requires a state commission to make a copy o~

.ach agre__nt approved under subsact.iOl'l (e) "available for puDlic
inspection and copyinq within 10 days after the a~@1!DIent or
statement is approved. w

Section 2'41 (i) req\1ires a local exe:hari9B carrier to ftmake
available any inearconnection. service, or netltork element ~cvided
under an agreqent:. apprcva4 under this .lIct10n to which it is a
party to any other requ••~inq telecammun1catioD5 carrier upon the
same terms and conditions as those providecl in the aqreem.ent."

III. THE AGREE!mNT

AJleritech terainates local telephone calls originatinq on
Cellular One-ChieaCjJc's virelQ8S network. <:ellular one-Chi.C.liCl
terminates local ~elepbone calls oriqinatinq on Ameritech's
lanoline netwo~k. In Doclt8~ No. 94-0096, .Iii Al,. (CUe1i9MEI First
Ortler, April 7, 1995}, the c01Dlission approved reciprocal caapeDsa­
~ion between AJIl~itech and alternate local exc:h.anqe CArriers for
local calls at the rat.e of SO a CO!5 per minute of use tor t:.anination
at end ofrices and $0.0075 per minute or use for termination at
tandems.

Ameritecb and Cellular One-Chicaqo have negotiated the
Aqreement in order t.o establish a cOIIIpelUlation a::r:ranqeaent. in 'Which
they pay each other f"or terminatinq calls. The Aqreement esblb­
lishes a mutual comptmsation arZ'all9ement between Amerit:ec:b and
Cellular One-chic8iO fer the cOBPletion of intraMSA traffic. The
~eeaen~ p~ovides for a transi~1on over a three-year period to
interconnection rateG which the commission approved for new local
exC:haneJe oompanies ( -'LECs") in t:h.e Cu¢pw1It' lirst: proc.edinCJ .
~.ritech will file revised taritts ~t the intervals specified in
the Agree1Utnt reflecting mutual compensation rates or $0.0064 per
minute effective July 1, 19"; $0.0059 per minute etfegtive July 1,
~997; $0.0055 per minute effective July 1, 1998, and SO.0050 per
minute effective July 1, 1999.

A tariff iDlpl~1:inCJ th@ first step of the transition was
filed. vi1:h the cc::JJllmi...;i.on by beritec:h aa TRM. 266 on !!arch 29, 1.996
to be ef:feative J~ly 1, 199'. TIlis snu_ission would. modify
Ameri~ech's Radio COJIl'IIIon carrier Access Tariff, Ill. C.C. 50. 16.
The Commission takes ad:ll.inistrat.ive notice or t:his filiJ1CJ in order
t.o a ••lUe con~istency be~een t.his order an<l any determination made
in TRM' 266.

-3-



In the event that interconnection rates for the new LEC:s
chanqe in the fut.ure, the Aqt'e_nt provide~ 1;ha-t thase new rates
vill be charged 'tQ C"llular Ona-cnic:aqo 1n lieu ot tbe rates
specified in the Aq't'oement. section S of the Agreement reserves 'to
cellul.ar One-Chicaqo the ric;bt to replace tizis Aqreelllent wi1:h more
favorable terms which Ameritech miqht offer to others.

No ne~ rate elements are being introducad in ~he Aqreement,
mJt lilxiS1:ing schedUler. are being restructured.. The new rates to be
charged to Cellular one-Ch1C&90 are lower than axistinq rates which
are found in Ameritech's Type 2 intercottn@ctign tariff crll. c.e.
!fo. 16).

P~suant to Sec:e1on 2. ~ of the Aqreement, cal~s tJ1at are
jointlY carried by Aaeri~ech and ano~cr facilities-based ~~ier
(includinq interexchAJ\ge carriers, incsepenClRnt telephone carriers,
alternative eXchanqe carriers of (sic] wireless carr1ar.), which
are terlllina1:ecl to Cellular one-Chicago, are not covered by the
~arms of the ~eemen~A

IV. f.Q5ITIONS Of THE PAlTIU

sta~f and ReI filed ~ents, AWS and Cellular one-ebicaqo
filec:i both COJDI8ftts and replies, and Meriteen filed only a reply.
All p~ies further explained their positions at the hearinqs.

No party contends tba't. the Aqre"'8IIt is discriminaeory on its
face or contrary to the public in~l!st. Matters at issue are
lai~@d to C1) whether the Atlreoent itself should be filed OJ:'
whether the terms of the Aqreement:. should ~e %'eQuee4 to 1:Uiff
languaqe and filed in Ill. C.C. No. 16 (CKRS tariff) and/or Ill.
c.c. 2~ rexc:hanqe access t.aritf); and. (2) the availabi.lity of the
ter1llS of t:he AqreeDleni: to other t:eleccmmunica:~ionscarriers under
S.ct:ion 252 (i) •

A. staff

After revie1linIJ tJ:J,e AqreeJRent, Staff concluded that. 1:hE!
Aqreemene meets ~e public interest standard of section ~52(e) as
long- as its exact tllXWl are implemented. thz'ouqb a tari.ff offerinq.
staff noted thai: the se:rv1ces afftacted by tI:1e Aqre-.rtt are and
will continue to be provided at rates whi~ exceed tbeir LoncJ Run
Service. Incresantal COst and provicle a cOfttril:n.l'tion ~
bar!tech's co.m:JIOIl co.ts and res ic1ua1 revenua requirements. staff'
furt::her concluded that:. the A9r'e..eft't vouJ.Cl not hinder the ca.pany's
ab1~ity to meet i~s seatutcry obliqations such as tbe t.pDtatign
requir-ements of Section 13 -$05. 1 of the Public Utilities Act
(Verifiecl State]!ent of James D. wabJoer, pp. 1 , 2).

-4-
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concerning' the anti-disc:ri:mination standard of Section 252 (8) ,
Staf: toox the posi~1on tha~ the concept of discrimination sbCUld
be viewed cn the basie of simi1arly situated Qa~iers in order to
prevent carriers that impose eos1:s on the LZC qraat.er than those
iJDpD8ed by' the ,,'tiler party to an aqreement from C1aiJD1n; that the
negotiated agreement is c1iscri1a1natory. Staff COIItenc!s tJl&t 1:11e
terms of ~e Aqreement should not :be li:m.ted to c:xa.s provid8rs as
specified by AJleritech in the St.atament in support o~ requ••t for
approval. staff firS1: reC09Itiza tha-t section ~52 ri) app~1.. 'to
"any reqqes-tint1 i:elecOIIUIlUnic:ations carrie':C'." Si:.a.ff sUCJ9as1:s that
this ShOUld be read •• ~pplyinq to wstmilarly situated" ee1eeam­
municat10ns carriers and defines "si=11arly ~itua~n in .c~c
terms. ,\ carrier should be deemed to be similarly situated if
t.~ecommunieai:igns ~.rtie is exchanqed batween itself and
Ameritech for l::.enaination on eacl1 oUlGr's nQtworks and if it
Ulpo••s costs on beritech that are no hi9her than 0081:5 blpgtsecl by
Cellular one-chicaqo. staff notes that the c:osU of' terminatinq
'traffic from both CMllS provic:lers and. landline providers to
AmRr':i.tec:h are qenerally the same (Veritied Sta1:ement of Jake E.
Jenninqs, pp. 2 , ).

In its comments, starr toolt the position tha~ the an1:i­
discrimination requj.remen-e of sec1:ion 252 ee) can be mat if
2UJleri-tech file.. a tariff in b(tth its CDS tar:i.ff (Ill. C. C••0. 16)
aM its exchanqe ac:ce.s tariff (Ill. C.C. lfo. 21) setting fw:th the
exact terms of the Aqreement. Af~er certain probl_ inherent in
tariffing- were acIcIressecl at the hearinqa, CCNzts.l for Staff
clarified its position. Be rei~eratecl that Statf' s Concerns could
be ad4ressed without. a tariffinq requirement if the order entered
in thi. lIa1:1:er cle&t'ly states that the ACJ.reement is not: limited to
other CHRS providers (Tr. 80-81 and staft Brief, p. 4). Staff
contends tb.at if AIleritech believes that a telecODIINnications
carrier is not aDl. to take 1UUIer the same terms and gonclitions of
an aCJ%'esment approved. uncler Section 252 (e). i:han it ha. 1:he du~y to
prove up this position ill a suDsequent prOC1K!dinq crr. 83).

statt also initilllly questianed. Vhy the A9reeaent is sicJned by
aft ot'ficer of an affiliat.e of ABeritech on lM!half of ~:Ltoc:h
imBued of by an oft"1c:er 0'£ AJleritech. bleri,.i:ec:h's repre8enta't!c:ms
on this point at the hearinq satisfied Staff', concerns.

B. ~ellular one=ChiC8qO

cellular One.-Chicaqo e.phasiz.. that under the terms of t:he
Aqr...ent, it wi.ll receive a red.uc-tioll in the level of ace•••
chuVes paid 'to Alleri'tec:.h and will, for the :first tu... be
compensated Dy Amar1tech for terminatinq Aaeritech-or191nated
traffic on cellular One-chica90's network. Ce11ular One-Cbicaqo
uries the CtJmaission to promptly approve the AqJ:ee1Ient s" t:ha't. it
can taXe advantaqe of the5e benefits beqinnin~ July 1. 1'~6.

-5-



Cellular Otle-Chicaqo .t.r••••• that the July 1, 1"6 impl..erttatic::m
da~e vas a material neqD~ia~e4 provision of the Aqr....nt.

Cellular one-Chicaqo states that the Aqr....n~ satisfies the
requirements of section Z5Z(e} of the Act inaA1llUCh as it <toes not
discriminate a9Bins~ a telee~1caticns carrier not a party to
the Agreement allu it is eons ist:en't. loTith the public izrt.erest,
convenience and necessity. Cellular Ofte-Chica4jJo maintains 'that.
Aaeritech's repre.entation that it will lIlake these arraDIJeJlents
available to any oms providers operatinq in Illinois satist'ia ~e

first standard (Cellular One-Chicaqo Ccnmerrts, p.S). In rHponse
to Staff's position that .ueh a li.it is inoan.i.~antwieh Section
2S2Ci), coon••l for Cellular cne-Cbicaqo toak ~e position that
Ameritech mu.t: comply with 1:he Z1IqUir--.ent in Section ZS2 (i) of the
Act t.o maJtQ the terms of 'the AqreeJIent availGle to any ot:her
telecommunications carrier. COunsel further notad that nothin9 in
~e A9X'eeaent limi't;SI applieation of sect:ion 252 (i) aM 1:he
CQJIIIDission ne.ed not order AIIaritech to cO'IIply wi1:h a provillion that
it is already obligated to follOW (Tr. 51-52).

Coftcarninq the p11J:)lie interest standard, Cellular One-<:hica.qo
note!l that the A,freament is praised upon previou.~y approved
tariff. and orders: of the commission. In particular I the c;;wn;pmm;:s
First:. order indicate. that eventually the same ra1:es tOl: inter­
exchanqe access and local '18-98 should apply for termination
ra9arclless of the 't.ype of ori9'inatinq carrier. The IUJrll8lUnt
reflects a tran5i~ion to a single termination cbar,e for a minute
o~ use without r8CJar4 to vhe'thar :i:e ot'i9'inates on ~e ne"tvork at an
inc:uJllMnt LEe, nAl!V LBC, a wirel••• oarrier, ar another te18C011DRUli­
cations carrier (cQllular one-Chicago Co.-ents, p.6).

Callular One-Chieaqo d.oes not object ~o making the terms of
~e A9reement available to other telecommun1~tions carriers
although i~ idantifiad salDe practical problems as.ociated wi'th
Staf'!' s tariffin9 proposal. CO\U1sel for cellular one-Chicac;rc
suqqested that reducinq the tet1Ul of the Agreement 1:.0 tariff
laJlfi1UGge CO\lld C&Wle. confusion. As an example, he not.ed the rat.e
c:hanqeB schedulQCl to occur over the three-year periocs and. ques­
tioned Wbe1:her theae future stepped. rate chanqes wculc! appear in
the tariff Staff reaomaeftcls. COQnsel 8ugqested that it migb1:. be
appropriate far the ~ssion to direct Amerltech to tariff the
entire Aqree.ent and place it in a new section o~ its tariff to
Yhich all future nC90tiatecl a9Toements would be added (Tr. 60-61).
A carrier 'lWishi.ng to review eXisting terILS could fine! a.ll
neqotiat.ed aqrel!1Hnts in one loeaticn. CellUlar One-Ch.icaqo's
basic position is that the qut!st:ion of bow the Aqreuaen't. is to be
1l11plemeneed should not d.elay Commission a.pproval of the Aqreement.
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c. MCI

!leI emphasizes that: the eQlllli••ion's .review of ~ AqrBllllIDlt.
is limited to only the criteria set forth in S.~ion 2.52 (e) (2). Due
1:0 this limi~ed review, Mel arque. that the CCJmaission shau1d nat
lUke any findings r~in9' cgmpliance with the .t'8qUiremerrts of
secticms 251 or 252 Cd) of the ACt 1:Iy Am.tIritec:h or find thai:. the
Aqreement est:abli.shes prece4e.n1: with recj;lrd 'to s.ct:ions 251 or
252 (d) requirements or for aqreeJllents that may be entered into by
Ameritech and o~er earri@J:s.

KCI d.oes not oppose C0II1I1••1on approval of the AriJreaaent­
While lIeI su_its tha't the Aqre.men't: i. ftct b1nc1inq on E1 or e:rt:her
carriers not parties to it, MCI does m.1n~1n that it and other
carriers should be. allowed 1:.0 avail 't:hemselyes of any or all of tl'Ie
terms and conditions of the Aqreem~nt.

D. ~

AWS .~ted that it was recently granted Personal communica­
tions services ("PeS") licenses ~ the lCC for a broa4 ranqe of
areas in Aaeritech's five-state reqion aftc! that. i't ,will soon
cCrJDlenc:e such servica in Illinois in c01Ilpetition 1Iith ce11u1ar
carr1ar5 such as cellular ona-Ch1c:aqo and Ameri~ch MObile
C~icQ.tion8. AWS is CJ1IIU!rally supportive. o~ the ACJr'eeaen~.. It
characterizes tha Aqre-.ent as "a positive step because i~ moves
vireless carrier 1n'tarcc:mnection arranqeJBants closer to parity with
existinq arranq..eftts ~.en incumbent LEes and alternative
c&n:'iers (" CLECs" ) and accepts the mandate of DlU-tualor reciprocal
C4;JIlpansation betw_n lan41in4 and. wireless carriers. " CAWS
C::~ents, p. 3).. Despite its critiei51Jl& of~ Aqreement, whic:h are
diSCUSSed below, AWe explici~ly states that it does not wish to
prevent Cell~lar One-Chica~Q fr~ receivinq the benefits of ~he

Aqr.emen~'£ lover and reciprocal rates by JUly 1, 199' (AWS Reply
Cl:t2IIIIlent:s, p. 2).

AWS criticizes 'the AcJre..ent for not qoinc; fat' enOWfh to put;
viraless carriers on equal footinq with CLE'. AWS contends tha.t
there is nc ra~icmale for cant:.inuinq the discriminatory and
anti1::ompetitive treatm.n~ of wireless carriers ~r a t:nzoee-yeaJ;
transition period. It tur1:her argueS that the AgreeJllent: =..1:88 an
art.ificial and unwarran~eddis1:inction betwee'the rates cbarqed by
Amerite~h lor .obile-oriqinated calls and ra~es paid ~ Aaeritech
!Q~ landline-oriqinaeed calls. AWS contends that Ameritecb has
offered. no juS'tifiea~ion far the provisions in the Aqreement which
contemplate l •••er payw.ents by AJler1tech for uch minute tenrinated
on the wireless syst~ than it receives from the wireless carrier
for each minute ~erminated on the landline system.
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AWS rectUests that the commission avoid givi7tCJ any prececle.rrf:ial
effect. to a1"Y aqreement t:.hat may be approved. unclex' Sec:t.ion
252 'Ill) (2) (A) of the Act an4 abould avoid any findilUJ8 as to
compliance try Ameritech with tbe requir.._nts of Section 251. or
252 Cd) of the Act. AWS wants assurance that approval of the
Aqr...ent would not precl\lc1e any other carriers trtJIIL sacurinq ather
rates and terms for int:.erconnection from Ameritech.

E. aurit.ch

Ameri'tl!ch atPhasizes t:hat the grounds for rejection of 4

negotiated aqre_ent under Section 252 Ce> (2) are laited to
discrimination and public interest concerns. Ameritech contends
that the AgraClDlent _etA the statutory standareI because it neithe%"
discriminates aqain5t a telec~unicatioftS carrier not a party to
~e ACJreement nor \lould its implnentation be incona1.s'terl-c. with the
puJ::tlic intC!rest, comrenience and necessity. Aaeri1:eeh arqae. that
the Commiss1on should not. impose any terms and. conditions upon it:.&
approval of t:he Aqree.ment..

Ameritech objects to staff's recC1IDIlendation that it. file l!l

tariff in bath its CMRS (Ill. C.C. No. 16) and exchange access
(Ill. C.C. NO. Zl) tariffs. Ameritech arques that it WOI.11d be
inappropriate to incl.ude in it-a tariffs the amount:s wbich it. will
pay to Cellular One-chicaqo which it cannot "otfer" to C7t1ler
carriers. Furthermore, .A:ll8ritech points out. that the Act does not
require tbe filing of tariffs to contain the terms of neqatia~ed

a9%'e.ents. AJl8:r:i~ech acknawle4qes that. it voluntarily made its
'PIarch 29th filinq il\ Ill. C.C. lfo. 16 in order ~o i-.plQMftt: the
first phase of the new :-.1:85 neqotiateci under the Aqr_...t. It
eontends, hCNever, that there is no reuc:m to require the _tapped
rate decreases extenc:U.nq for the next several years t.o b@ tariffed
now when 1:h@y miqht change in the intsu:ilEl.

Ameritach c:ontends that the Aqreemant. eSoes not discriJainate
against a telecoamunic:ationa carrier not a party to it. beritech
points cut that cellular carriers ancl oms provider. have his'tori­
cally maen treated differently~ landlilJe pravic:lers. It arc,rues
that it is n~ appropri.~e to inv••tiqate ~e policy reasons for
the .his'tarical differences in a state prcceedinq involvinq a
voluntary neqO'tia1:ed agree..m.

Aaeritech notes that the definition of a local _Cballge
carrier in Section 3(44) of the Act exc1uda. a person "tn.cfar as
such person is enpged in the provision of a cOJIDDercial 1llCJbile
service under SeC't.ion 332 (e), axcept tD the ext.-nt: that the
OOJlUllisaion [FCC) :finds 'that sl1eh ser'Vice should. be included in the
~.fihition of such term." Ameritech :urther n~.6 ~t the FCC
~ec1 an ift~tiqaticn eU'~ier this yea. in thll !latter SIt r:t-m1,.
sian's Ru1es to .Permit l"lexip:le Ssrvicf!' Offering'S in the Cp' =rr~RJ:
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a;;taile Radio Services, W'l' Docket Np! 9.6-6, Notice 9~ prswpttlS1
B\1lAakj,ng (rel • ..January 25, 1996). Accordinq t~ Ameritec:h, the
FCC ie prcpcsinq ~at broad band aI1lS providers (which 1nelude
cellular and PCB prov14e.s) ge explicitly authori~ed to provide
fixed wireless lo~.l loop service. The FCC also souqht c~1:.s on
aaw the! tixed services provided by the broad bimd CMRS providers
should \")e re.qulated. AIleritecb contends that qiven the historical
Clifferences and the current. p~oceeclin9S, this C02IIIli••1on .hcJulCl
not, ale a matoter of law, det.t!r]Iline in this proc.eclinq that the
terms o~ ~he Agreement lOust :be .ade availaJ:»le to carriers other
than oms providers (Ameriteeh Reply Comments, pp. 7 , 8).

v. C9lfCLtT5XOl!

The pertinent statut.~ fraMeWork of the A~ is as follows:
telecommunications carriers may enter into nefotiated aqr...ents
providing' for interconneceion; the aqrecrment••ust be sutmli'ttect to
the Commission for approval; the CO'IIDIliasion 1IlU8t approve or reject
the a9J:eement (or a poE'tic;m thereof), vi~ written findinqs
relatinCJ t:o cieficienci... 'I1Ie COIIIDiS5iion JUly only rajec:i: a
Devot.1ated agreement (or poreion thereof) if i't finds thet: it
discri.inatss aqainat a talecommunications ca:riar ~ot a ~y to
the aqree:ment or the impl"tmi:ation of the _.,regent 1s not
consistent with 'the puJ:JliQ intare"t r convenience and "ece••i1:y. In
sum, thl\! Coaaission mu"t d..~.J:'Idne tlilO issues: 1) any discrimina­
tory impacts on l'lon-canu-actinq partias and: 2) whether the
proposed manner of implementing' the Aql:'eeaent is ac;ainst the pub~ic

interest. W@ turn now ~ those issues.

None of the participants have arqu8d tbat the Aqreement, on
its face, c!iSJ:riJllinatea aqainst a nora-conuaetinq party. our
review of the terms aIId coRditions of the agreement caspel a
sillLilar conc:ll.l&ion. The par1;ies are lese ~niaou5 wtlI!n the
proposed -«hod of Uiplementation is ccmcid8recl. AJaeritach's
Sta~_ent in Support of -.equest for Approval indi.cates tbat
Amer1tech "will make tbese &Z"ranCJements available to any c..-erc;ial
mobile radie !utrvice ("ams" ) provi~U'. opuatinq in Illinois
witb1n Ameri~ech'B service territory on the 5ame terms and
conditiona. " This a.sertion is apparently in response to the
dicta~es of Section 2S2(i} of the Act.

St:af'f, in its Brief, pos!ts that "the AIJr881lent at iSSlle will
[not) discrimina-ta aqainst. a telec01IIJIIUnic:at:.icms carrier not a party
to the aqreement. w:qvided that Alaeritech is ~erec:i to 1IUIke the
sa.e terms and. cond1'tions, as set forth in th. Aqreuumt r avai1.ab1.
to any and. all other requaBtine; telecOlIIIIlUnica'tiOlls carriers" (Staff
Brief at 4, e!Ilpbasis in oriqinal). Staff ggnclucles thai:. ~iai.ti.n9'
the availability of the t8J:]11S and. conc!i't10fts of the Aqrtttmen1:
solely ~o CKRS carriers would be discr£m1natory.
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The CI3IIIlis8ion rejects SUff's iJlplamant.ation approach. AS
notac! previously, $Qction 252 requires the examination ~ two
issues, wtrther 'the A;reement eli.criminates aCJIl;i.ns~ a non-eont:rac:t:­
inCJ party and wbe-thllr the implam.m1:atic;m o~ the Aqreaent is ncrt: in
~e public interest. T.he discrimination det.rmina~1on sbou14 be
confined to the terms of the Agreement itsslt, not ~. prapoa.a
lIanner of implem.entat:ion. Here, as noted above, none of thQ
particiJ)atinq parties expressed any concern over the tU1llS an<!
conditions of the ACFenent and the cODission concludes that 'there
is no discrbdna:tory iapac:t. We turn nev to the prcpo••d manner of
impleJll.nta~ion.

staff arques that the coamission should ensure that the t~
and conditions of the Agr....nt are available to any ~simi~ly

situated" tal.eC:C1IDIIUnieations carrier by rllClUirinq beritech 'to file
tarif f sheets in its EXcbanqe Aceess (:r •c. C. NO. 21.) and. OllIS
(I.C.C. No. ~6) Tariffs. A2IIeritech oppelt•• this, arquil19 variously
that: the Federal Act cot'ltains no mention of tariffs, there 1s no
~ay Ameriteeh ean tariff rates charqed it by Cellular on.-Chicaqo~

telecommunications carriers ~e not .ub8tan~ia~ly similar to CMRS
providers and have his~arieally been requlated 4iffarently,
includift9 a speci£ic reference in ~he Act which, a~ least ~empor­

arily, exclUde. ams p~iclers ~Z'GIl the definition of loca1
exchanCje carriers. AmeritllCh concludes by indieatil19 it is villinq
to place a notice in 1~s CKRS tariff indicating the exi.~enc. of
contracts, the terma and ecmd.itions of which are availa!)le -eo other
CM'RS carriers upon inquiry.

The CODmlis&ien has rAviewad the'arquaents of the parties and
cancluda. that Aaari1:ech. ShOUld net be required to tariff 1:he t.arlDs
and conditions of 'ebB Agre_n't... AS concecled by Staff, 'the Pa4era1
Act, Which i. predicated upon pro-eompetitive, derelJ'l11atClry
principles, can'tains na rafU'ence to tariffs.. In fat.:t r by
estal:ll :i.b.in~ ancl enc:ouraq1nc) contract negotiations, Wl'lich allow fer
the careful tailorimJ of agTeeaeJ11:.S between parties, the ACt: seems
to siqnal a reduced role for ~e tariff process, wbic:h. is an
anemp't to create a "one size fits all" contract Oft a "t-alee it or
1eave it" basis. rn addition, no one was aDle to .uqqe.~ ex.~ly

what suCh a tariff would look like or the ~.Y in 9fhich it voulcl 'D.
modif ied if a party exercised. one of the contingency cl.au... and
adopt:ed mar. favorable t8rll5 at a later date. This dOCls not.,
however, end th(lj inquiry.

The Ce-aission shares staff's ccncens over Aae~it.ac:h's
represe.ntat.ion tba't: the tenas and conditions or 'this AJ)ree2ltlni: 'Ifill
be Offered only to other QUt.S providers. AmeriteCh's a~ts
ccneerninq pest distinctions are at odds wit:h its ~'t.s

ccmc:e:rninq' 1:he pro-coapeti'ti~e Clerequlatory thrust. of the Act.. one
~bvi=us distinction be-eween the old and the new approaches is found
l..n the definiticng adapted. by the new Act. lihilE! Ameritech is
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ccrreci:. that CU5 providers are not LEe. 5S t1efineCl in tbe new Ac~,
they are ..t:elec~nicatian. carriers." Closer to home, ~he

cc::nDIlission, in addr.ssing reciprocal compensation in OIf'ttWt'
First, formally established the qo_1 of arrivinq at a ttm. wban
"the SUI. ra.tes . • • apply for term.inaticm t'aqard.less of the
oriqinatinq carrier" (casta-;-' Fiu;t at 91). The Aqreement. under
consideration here r by its terms, s@ts rates strictly fer terwina­
ticn. The rates should be available ~o anyonQ in the aarkRt for
this product. The fact that the rates are curretly unattract.ive
to takers other than QIRS proviclers cIaes not c:ballCJe this principle.
Tly effectuat.inq this; principle in 'the manner in wbich the Aqre_tent
18 tmplemente~, the COMmission assure. that implementation is in
the putJlic interest. New to the manner of imple:llenta't.ian.

A1Ileri't:ech Illinois will be ordered to insert: in both ita
EXehanqe Acee•• and oms t.uiffs r tariff sheets reflec't1.nq the fact
that it has entered into agreesAnea pursuant to the Federal
Te1ec01IDD.unicl!l'tigns Act. of 1996. The Exchanqe ACC••• tariff 1Ih••~.
shall be pll1ced in the .ection Oft Encl Office In'teg%'a:tion. The
sheet. shall coft.ocl!lin the docket number approvinq the Agreement, tha.
name of the ccntractinq party and tbe expiration Qate of t.he
Aqra_mn't, if any. 'I'he Ac;rell'llel1t itself shall be f1184 under
separate cover within five days of approval by the Ccmai.ssion and
..intainea in a separate binder by the Office of the Chief Clerk.
All S'Ubsequently a.pprove aqreeaents shall be tiled and mainuined
in ill s1mi~ar lII&lU1er. beritech shall. notify Ue Office of the
Chief C1Qrk upon the expirat.ion of any agr._not lind shall update
the BtFe..ent sheets in each tari!! ):)ook as agreaents are approved
ar expire. In this manner int.erested p~ie5 will have ready
access to t:he teras and ecmc!itiona A1Ileri.tech is o1)l:i.qated to
provide requestinq t.elecommunications c::arriers under Section 252 (i)
of the Act.

VI. FDJDrm;S AIm OjWQI1!G PNW?JW'HS

The C01IDIlission, bavi1'lg cons idered the ent:ire record and beift9
fully advised in the prem.ises, i.s of the opinion and finds that:

(1) AJleri~.c::b Illinois is a telecoJllzrnmica1:ions canier as
c1efiJ\ed in section 13.. 202 of the Public utilities Act
which provides t.e~eco_unieatiomsservices .d defined in
section 13-202 of the PUblic utilities Act;

(~) AJleritech Illinois and Southwestern Bell Mobile By.tellS,
Inc.. d./l:I/a cellular cne-Chic;a.qo have entered into a
n8qcrt:iat.acl Aqre~nt ciated March 22, 1"6, and adclendU1ll
dated April 3D, 1'96, which has been SUlmitted to the
commission for approval under Section 252 ee) Of 'the
Telecc.munica~ionsAct ot 1996;
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CJ ) the CDllDlli••iol't has jurisc1ietion Qf the plttties hQreto and
the sUbject matter hereof:

(4) the recitals of fact and conclullicns reached. in the
prefatory portion o~ this Order are supported ~ the
record and. are hereby a4opt:.eCl as findings of fac:t;

(5) ~e Aqr8ement between AJaeritach an4 Cellular One-chica90
does no~ discriminate against a eelecammunica~ions

carrier not a party to the Agreement;

(6) in ord.eJ:' to assure t:ha't t:he aplementation of tl1e
Aqreaeft't: is in the public:: 11tt.erest, Ameriteeh should
implellent the AqreeJIJant by fi1in9 it with the Chief Clerk
of the Ccmai.ssion under separate caver within five Clays
of approval by the e~i.&ion. The Chief Clerk of the
CtnnIIlissi.on sha1l placQ the A9reement in a bil1c!er Vhich is
ini:ended eo be used. for the filing of all future 11I!t'Joti­
ated aqre...ents al'prcved by the Commission under section
252(e) ot the Act;

(7) Am.eritocb ahould. al.so place replaee.ent sheets in :f.ts
Excharure Acca•• CUtd ems tari:!fll consistent wi'th the
discussion aboVe; a sample replacement tari~t sheet is
appended to this Order as Appendix A;

(8) the tariff ~ll.4 ~ Ameritech and designated .s TRft 266
should be withdrawn by Ameri~eeh;

C9 ) approval of this Aqree1llent does no't: have any pre.cedential
effect to any future neqotia~ed agree.ents or cemaission
Ord.ers;

(lO) approval of this A9reem.n~ does not substi~te for the
CamIlla.ion" s lcmq-term pOlicy qoa..ls r89&rclinq termination
of local exchanqe traffic ~et~een carriers.

IT IS TIIEREI'CRE ORDERED by the Il1ino:.5 C01lllle1:CG CGmaisl5ion
that the ~nt datecl KarCh 22, 1996, and adcJend\DII datad April
30, ~996, be~en Ameri~een Illinois &n~ Southwestern Bell Xobile
sy.teas, IDC. d/b/a Cellular cne-Chicaqo is approved pursuant to
Section 252(e) of the Telec~unieaeionsAct o£ 1996.

:IT IS FOR"rHD OBDEllED ~t AJleritecb shall ccmp11' with
finaings (6), (7) a~d (8) hereinabove within 5 days of th. da~2 of
this Order.
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IT XS EOkTHER ORDERED that thia Order is final; it is not
subject to the Administrative Review Law.

By order of the commission thi5 26th day of ~une, 1996.

(SIGNED) Dan Miller

Chairman

(5 E A. L)
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APPElIDIX A

Allar i'tech has entued into Aq%'eements vith
t.1Rc~unica'ticn.carriers pursuan't ~o Sec~ions 251 and 252 o~
the Ye~er",l TelecamlUftic:atiolW Ac't; of 1996. See'tion 252(1) ot
the Act prQ"lfides that Merit.en lIl'Wft m.aJte a~11able any
interconnec1:ion, service, or natwOZ'Jc elaent provideO uftdar such
an a~ell!Jllllt1t to any othar raque..eiru; t:.alaClommullicationtil carrier
upon t~e game teras an~ conditions as thOSe provided in the
aqrecmuilnt. Aaari1:.ech'. Aq:-eements hays been file with the
Office of the ChiQ~ C~erk as No.. The eontr.cts
available to takers of the service tariffea-1n this volume are:

Dcc::ke't. No.--- Expiration Date _ Contracting Carrier _



Rosalind Allen. Assceiat2 BUn!au Chief . P~(ic:y Civtsion. wm
Larry Atlas, Associate 8U~ilU Chim. CCB

Beverly 8aker. Chief. CcmpUance and Inform:rtion 8ureau

Nancy Beecker. Senior L~al Advisor, WTE

Lyndon Boozer, Speei2J Assistant, Office at LetgisliltJvE! Afbirs

Karen Brinkmann. Senior Legal Adviser, Compoetitfon, wrs
John Cimke. Chief. Policy Division. wm
James Cottharp, Special Adviser, Commissioner Ouello

I-Iow:lrrl n~~f!'nport.Chief, Enfo~mentDivision, WTB

David EIren, Sped::al ::oun.se' for Le9rslation [mplementdion, cca
Michele Farqunar. Chief. WTB

Joseph Fa~lI. Chief Economist opp

Andrew Firth, CCS

BroC8 Fr.anca. Deputy Chief. OffiCI! of Engineering ilnd TQchnclcgy

Davfe Furth. Chim, CClmmercial Wire'.. Division - WTB

Julius Genaehowski. Counsei,-Chainnan Reed E. Hundt

Don Gj~, Deputy Chref. Il'Tt2matfonal Bure;au

Dan Gonzall!Z, Legal Advisor. Commissioner B. Chong

F'am Greer, cca, Federal Communie2ticns Commission

Daniel Grosh, Senior Counsel, Polley Division. wm
Mic:tT.2el Hamra. Lega' Arlvi$or to the Burwau Chief, WTB

Gina Keeney, Chief, CCS

'Mlfiam Kenn:an:l Gener.aJ Ccunsal

Linda Kinn,,)'. Attz::,me"/. Commercial Wireless BUn!2U

Blaif'-Levin, Chief of Shiff, Ch~innan Reed E. Hundt

Kathleen Levi1:z., Deputy Chi.f, CCB

Susan Lewis-5all.t , .Ac:1ing CirwctDr, O1'lie~ of Pubiic A~irs

EIi%2b@'th Lyle. Senior Leglill Advlsor, wm
J;ane Mago. S@'m;or Leg::ll Advisor. Commissioner ~chelle B. Chong

Steve Marlcendorff. Chief. Bn::ladb:lnd 8l""'anch. 'NT"8



Jay Markley, Jr.• Teleccmmuniations Analyst. WrB

Elliot M:axwe41. Claputy Chief, Office of Plans ~nd Policy

Mary Mc~nus, Legal AdVisor, Commissioner Susan Ness

?<am Megna. Economist. Polic:y Division. W7'B

Richard Metzger. Esq.• Deputy Chief, c::e
Ruth Milkman. Senior~l Advisor. Cl'uairm2n Rood E. Hundt

John l'Qk=nat2, Lega' Assistant. Chairman Reed E. Hundt

Sally N~:ak. Chief - Utgal Branch, WT'8

K2thJeen O'9rien- Ham, Chief, Auetion~Oivl'sion, WTB

Myron Peck. Oeputy Chief - Enfof"eam.nt Divisicm, wm
Robert Pepper, Chi.f, Office of Pbns ;and ~oficy

Dan Fhythyon. Dif"l!1:tDr, Office of Legisl~eAff:airs

Greg RosstDn. Deputy Chief EcOftcmis't, Offic;.e of P'ans ~ Policy

David Siddall, Legal AdYisor. Commissioner S~n Ness

Richard Smith, Chief. Offica of Engineering and Technology

David Safomon. Deputy Gene~f Counsel, Office of the General Counsof

DWana Speight. Legal Advisor, Wirel~ Commu ni~onsBureau

Thomas Stillnl~yI Chief S~ntist,Win!less Commu nic:ztions 8un!ilu

F'emr renhw:a, Speei:al CQunsel. Offlc~ of ~e General Counset

Gerald V3uQh~n I Deputy Bure:au Chi.t of Oper.ltions. WTB

Mic:h:lel Wade, OofJUt'f Chief. Poficy Division, WiS

Jennifer Wam!l1, Aasistarrt BUreilu Chief, W"""O

Stanley Wiggins, Stilff Attorney. WT'8

Christopher Wright. Deputy Genenl Counsel for Utigation. OGe

O~yid 'Ny'!. Uaiscn to the 8ureau Chie#.., WTE


